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Costs of the CALFED storage and conveyance optlons are currently not available. Therefore, these

1mpacts on population, economic growth, and employment depend on the net benefit, not the gross
benefit, of the alternatives. If the costs of CALFED supplies were substantially less than other supply[S'=;
options, the CALFED alternatives could have small positive effects on economic growth. If the costs|?
of CALFED supplies were much more than other options, increased retail water costs could have
small negative effects on economic growth and employment. Currently, it is believed that the cost

natural and physical env1ronment are ant1c1pated 3.9 3

Impacts on water quality are analyzed only for total dlssolvecghds (TDS) In this draft, m&,’
are analyzedadgr-for Alternatlves 1A, 1B, 1C, 2A 2B, 2D, 2E‘nd 3E’aﬂd-eiﬂy-for-ﬂae-seiﬂeee§eas—=
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,% Results for Metropmelitan-tie-SrminSommRemres suggest that ce w ter qu ll be 1mproved a/
by all varlatlons of Alternative 2-¢ef@ept-ANTREvER y Alternative 3E
Fhe-0ther-varale NS EHEiRATT Vo o orometnnaly MetropohmThe South Coast Region s~
obtains 1mproved water quality for end users pecause of significantly increased Delta water supplies
>\ in Alternative 1C, 2B 2E, and all of Alte ative 3 except for Alternatlve 3A mmd—}G—Eeenomte'

restoration and water transfers — related to economics are not believed to be S1gn1ﬁcant for any
alternative. No adverse environmental effects have yet been identified, so no mitigation is re(‘lﬁr;iv\
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Alternatives /
No Alt 1 / Alt2 / m{ 3
Region Action| 1a | 1b 1c 2a 2b 2d 2e 3a 3b 3e 3h 3i

Delta (CCWD) Supply / Supply | Supply. | Supply StIppIﬁ Suppl, /Snppiy Supply Supply

G3) ()| () | G| 104 GYE (59) | () | (54)
Bay Supﬁfyﬁ{ Supply Siipply Supp N~ 1BSR AR RE

WWT /| (o (10) G | D] G| (33)
Sacramento Supply Supply Supply Supply NSUppt RSN
River ‘

23 23 23) Gs 46) | (46

SV AL Y] 6 | ()
San Joaquin Supply [/ Supply Supply Supply [ Supply [iimiy~F¥pply
River . : .

(=) (12) (12) (20),‘\(2@& (20) (20)
Other SWP Supply ,duality Supply | Quality | Supply Supply S@Tﬁp‘p&rﬂaﬁ— "
Service Areas {15) and (15) and {24) and
ervice Area. CS}/ quality quality 24) A qualz;?y (24) (24)

NOTES:

Any symbol entry means that a significant effect has been identified. Supply = Water supply benefit, Cost = Water supply cost, Quality = Water
quality benefit. The numeric entry after supply is the percent reduction in total drought costs. The lack of a symbol does not mean that the alternative
will not have any impacts. Rather, it means that no decision has been reached, or information is not available.

Table 1. Significant Impacts by Region and Source, M&I Water Supply

CALFED Bay-Delta Program
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therefore, a comprehensive analysis of costs
and benefits is not possible.

Water quality of Delta water exports for-use
i Metropolitan is strongly affected by the

configuration of Delta conveyance and

export fac1ht1es Also, M@ﬂﬁ}ﬁmﬁt

outh G6astREEHY 5 service are
dehmd-w&ter can be improved with more
Delta water supplies because Delta water is
blended with other, more saline sgaplies.

This technical report @l include an
economic analysis of salinity damages in
Metropolitan delta export water users’
service areas for some CALFED
alternatives. The scope of this analysis will
include service areas in which salinity of
delta export water could have economically
important effects.

DWRSBMresultsare-used-toestimate Delta

Pfic water quality analysis must consi

quality and quantity. DWRSIM Run 472%”

provided deliveries to Metropotitan for the

CALFED No Action condition. To obtain

deliveries for the other alternatives, the

differences in total average delivery between

Run 472 and the alternatives runs were

calculated, and these differences were

allocated to water users according to their

share of CVP contracts plus SWP

entitlements. By-thts-formuta, Metropotitan

For example, the South Coast Region

receives 60 percent of any incremental M&I

water yield, or about 20 percent of all

CALFED yield, that results from the

CALFED alternatives. This yield increment

is added to the No Action Metropotitan

South Coast Region delivery from

DWRSIM Run 472. Results,are provided in
NP o

Table 2 below.
erhe °

DWR provided estimates of end-of-month
salinity at Clifton Court Forebay fer the
water years 1976 to 1991 for Alternatives

2 38

1A, 1C, 2B, 2D, 2E, and 3E. Alternative 1A
salinity is believed to be representative for
Alternative 1B, and Alternative 2B salinity
is believed to be representative for Altema—

IB-as-wel. All of these results are based on
DWRSIM Run 472B hydrology, so monthly
data on SWP exports under Run 472B
hydrology at Banks Pumping Plant were
obtained. Monthly salinities were multiplied
by monthly exports, and the products were
summed and divided by total delivery over
the period to obtain flow-weighted salinity.

Results forthe-South-CoastRegion are
provided in Table 2 below. ﬁ ({ K

In total, analysis is possible for Alt

tives 1A, 1B, 1C, 2A, 2B, 2D, 2E, and 3E
Because deliveries and salinities for
Alternatives 1A and 1B are identical, sees. |\ Ih'e,
analyses are possible.

The salinity data account only for
differences in salinity caused by the different
geometry of Delta conveyance and intake
configurations. Since the salinity data are all
estimated from Run 472B hydrology, they
do not account for any differences caused by
different export amounts or storage
configurations, or the timing of exports or
storage releases. Therefore, economic results
account for only part of the impacts of the
alternatives on salinity and salinity damages.
Unfortunately, it is not known whether
salinity damages would be more or less if
storage and export amounts and timing were
accounted for.

. wefe,
Water quality costs of these % in
water supply and its salinity wi
estimated using an economic model of
salinity costs. The model is based on an
earlier model of salinity damages for the

entire lower Colorado River basin as
discussed in Estimating Economic Impacts

CALFED Bay-Delta Program
Draft Environmental Impacts Technical Report
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of Salinity of the Colorado River (Milliken
Chapman Research Group, 1998).

3.3 Water Conservation

M&I providers are affected by the water
conservation actions of others. They may
finance other’s water conservation actions,
and others may participate in M&I water
conservation in many ways. The CALFED
Bay-Delta Program Water Use Efficiency
Input Report 5-1 provides general and

specific state-wide assumptions, estimates of

urban water use, and preliminary estimates
of existing and future urban water
conservation efforts with and without the

Tnsert+ @\
%1

CALFED Bay-Delta Program
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DWRSIM  SCR Clifton
Alternative Run # Delivery  Court TDS*
No Action 472 1,597 269.02 & |
1A, 1B 472 1,597 269.02 &' 360
1C 510 1,707 28143 29y
2A 4728 1,632 8055 & |46
2B 510 1,707 180.55 456 é _ [
2¢ 428 1632  Noneavatable f : ﬁ)m ‘
2D 498 1,661 181.86 &% - 16 S/
2E 510 1,707 17175 < 16 ]
3A3€ 475 1,650  Fortheoming—ts — %<\‘3 |7
3B:3D 500 1,727 Eepehconmrg-—é’ \ &’ C.S7)&— |
3E 500 1,727 12595 e . Zof L/
3FH through31 500 1727 Noneavailable (& Nyne pha (
NOTE:
SCR = the South Coast Region
* All TDS estimates assume DWRSIM Run 472B hydrology.

L
Table 2 South Coast Region Delivery and Salinity Estimates Used for Salinity Damages

Analysis

CALFED water conservation commron The assessment of M&I water conservation
program on a regional basis. Costs of these economics is qualitative because

measures are forthcoming. quantitative information on the costs of

water conservation is not available. Future

Water conservation benefits are primarily
water cost savings that depend on supply
levels, and economic savings may also
include end-user energy cost and wastewater
treatment cost savings. Conservation costs
include program costs and end-user costs.

provided,

impact analysis will consider quantitative
information on these variables. Costs will be

and techniques will be developed

to estimate benefits associated with water
conservation.

Utilities pay the program costs of conserva- 3.4 Relationships with M&I Land Use

tion programs. End-users pay some addition-
al costs for compliance with mandatory and
voluntary provisions (e.g., costs of water-
saving devices, time, and inconvenience).

This technical report is not concerned with
M&I land use as it may be directly affected
by the alternatives (e.g., if habitat restoration

CALFED Bay-Delta Program
Draft Environmental Impacts Technical Report 9
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Level by Alternative (millions of dollars per year)*
Existing Alternative 1 © Alternative 2 ° Alternative 3 ¢

Economic Parameter Conditions | No Action® | 1a | 1b | lc | 2a | 2b I 2d l 2e 331 3b | 3e I 3h | 3i
CALFED water supply costs® 0 0 No costs available
Other water supply costs® 0 1.3 13113(-32] 0 |-32]|-14|-3.2| 0 |-3.9]-3.9]-3.9]|-3.9
Total average costs®
Drought conservation costs® 5 5.7 57157157 157157 1571571575757 157]5.7
Drought make-up supply costs® 0 15.4 1541154184 1154|184 1119|184 |13.2]14.114.1 |4.1]4.1
Total drought cost®. N 5 21.1 21.1§21.1114.1{21.1}14.1]17.6|14.1]18.919.8 | 9.8 | 9.8 | 9.8
[Water quality comsieneN Y | ~— [ ol Glo.6 4 -1, 9% 410.6|— [—
Water conservation costs

NOTE:

During a year of average delivery.

fSee text. &gmﬁuae&egﬂa—rdﬁo-ema-d!
. X

Table 4. Summary of Impact Analysis for Delta Region

CCWD impacts are used for water cost and water quality analysis.

* The lack of an entry does not mean that the impact is less than significant.

RY IRY

® Negative dollars in average years are cost savings from not needing available supplies.

\ S
13,259

¢ Under the 2020 development condition. Costs are additional costs to develop supplies or cost savings (-) from not needing available supplies.

° During a year of the critical period (1928-1934). Assumes supplies are allocated evenly over the period. Drought conservation costs include
net revenue loss, consumer surplus loss and conservation program costs.

lé::‘:::‘:: f?“i” :: i!i?' ; ?:
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impacts of relocating Delta intake structures
include minor water quality improvements
and cost effects. Preliminary DWRSIM
study results suggest using No Action
Alternative deliveries for Alternative 1A as
well. There may be a small water supply
increase from Alternative 1A, but it has not
yet been measured. so-there-isto-measured
effectomrwater-supply: Preliminary water
quality results are also the same as those
provided for the No Action condition.

Alternative 1B would include South Delta
modifications to allow export pumps to
operate at their physical capacity.
Preliminary DWRSIM study results suggest

3
g

N

3
Q

worth $4.5 million, and the additional
supplies in dry years are worth an additional
$7.1 million relative to the cost of other
upplies.

DWR has provided preliminary analysis of
TDS for Alternative 1C (DWR, 1997). The
salinity analysis does not consider
differences in the amount of storage and in
the amount and timing of exports between
alternatives. Rather, only differences in
conveyance and intake configurations are

. P modeled using DWR Run 472B hydrology.
The average of 12 monthly 1976 to 1991
average TDS levels is 294 parts per million
(ppm), not significantly different from the

0

using No Action Alternative deliveries for )™\ 300 ppm for the baseline condition.
Alternative 1B as well, so there is no 0 ‘f m/m i
measured effect on water supply. -\ ! Z’ N ffe/

Preliminary water quality results are also the
same as those provided for the No Action
condition.

Storage

Alternative 1C would build on Alterna-
tive 1B by enlarging Delta channels and by
adding new water storage facilities. Up to
5 MAF of storage would be added.

The amount and pattern of impacts from
Alternative 1C will depend on how the ne
facilities are managed and operated, and
how costs are allocated. New storage
facilities may facilitate water transfers.
Overall, Alternative 1C should have little
effect on water supplies for most Delta M&I
providers because most providers do not
receive CVP or SWP supplies. Conveyance
and storage impacts on Delta M&I providers
involve construction and displacement
effects, as well as water supply and water

quality.

Preliminary DWRSIM modeling studies and
assumptions involving the allocation of
increased yield imply that CCWD would
gain about 9,200 AF in average years and
11,700 AF in dry years. From the M&I water
supply economic analysis, these gains would
provide for about 5 percent and 6.5 percent
of demand in average and dry years,
respectively. The average year supplies are

¢ -

S

Alternative 2

Alternative 2 would utilize a modified
system of through-Delta conveyance. Five
variations of this configuration are
considered that are made up of four
conveyance and three storage options. All
variations include the €ommon Programs,
slightly modified to complement Alternative
)2 Precise locations for many actions are not
currently known, and names of locations are
provided for example purposes only.

\
3
N
D
<
Y

Ecosystem Restoration Program

The nature and pattern of impacts are as
described for Alternative 1.

Water Quality

The nature and pattern of impacts are as
\_/ described for Alternative 1.

Water Use Efficiency

The nature and pattern of impacts are as
described for Alternative 1.

Levee System Integrity

The nature and pattern of impacts are as
described for Alternative 1.

Conveyance

CALFED Bay-Delta Program
Draft Environmental Impacts Technical Report
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Alternative 2A would include the South
Delta and CVP/SWP conveyance improve-
ements as proposed for Alternative 1C.
These measures would increase the
diversion capacity of the existing export
pumps to full capacity and provide
additional operational flexibility. No new
storage is included.

Preliminary DWRSIM modeling studies and
assumptions involving yield allocation imply
that CCWD would gain about 2,500 AF in
average years and 1,300 AF in dry years.
From the M&I water supply economic
analysis, these gains would provide for
about 1.4 percent and 0.7 percent of demand
in average and dry years, respectively, The
average year supplies are worth $1.3 million.
The additional supplies in dry years are
worth little relative to the cost of other

supplies because they are almost 50 percent
(1,300/2,500) reliable .

DWR has provided preliminary analysis of
TDS for Alternative 2A. The salinity
analysis does not consider differences in the
amount of storage and in the amount and
timing of exports between alternatives.
Rather, only differences in conveyance and
intake configurations are modeled using
DWR Run 472B hydrology. The average of
12 monthly 1976 to 1991 average TDS
levels is 166 ppm, almost half of the 300
pm for the basehne condltlon H.ewcver"

ey ol ol st
2 | Q‘g erq d‘(ﬁﬂ’ énces

IlVll ”

IIIIV

Storage

Alternative 2B would add up to 5.5 MAF of
surface storage and 1 MAF of groundwater
storage to Alternative 2A. Preliminary
DWRSIM results and water supply benefits
are the same as those discussed for
Alternative 1C. Preliminary water quality
benefits are the same as those discussed for
Alternative 2A.

Alternative 2D would use a screened intake
in the Sacramento River and a new channel
for conveyance. Habitat improvements
might be used to provide conveyance and
habitat, South Delta modifications might
provide new habitat and increase export
capacity, and CVP/SWP improvements
would improve operating flexibility. Up to
2.0 MAF of storage south of the Delta would
be provided.

Preliminary DWRSIM modeling studies and
yield allocation assumptions imply that
CCWD would gain about 5,300 AF in
average years and 6,100 AF in dry years.
From the M&I water supply economic
analysis, these gains would provide for
about 3.0 and 3.4 percent of demand in
average and dry years, respectively. The
average year supplies are worth $2.7 million.
The additional supplies in dry years are
worth an additional $3.5 million relative to
the cost of other supplies.

DWR has provided preliminary analysis of
TDS for Alternative 2D. The salinity
analysis does not consider differences in the
amount of storage and in the amount and
timing of exports between alternatives.
Rather, only differences in conveyance and
intake configurations are modeled using
DWR Run 472B hydrology. The average of
12 monthly 1976 to 1991 average TDS
levels is 168 ppm, almost half of the 300
ppm for the baseline condition. Houuewes—

CALFED Bay-Delta Program
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Alternative 2E might develop Tyler Island
aquatic habitat and the McCormack
Williamson Tract for conveyance.
Mokelumne River floodway and East Delta
habitat improvements on the South Fork
Mokelumne would provide conveyance and
habitat, South Delta modifications would
provide new habitat and increase export
capacity, and CVP/SWP improvements
would improve operating flexibility. Up to
5.5 MAF of surface storage and 1 MAF of
groundwater storage would be provided.
Preliminary DWRSIM results and water
supply benefits are the same as those
discussed for Alternative 1C.

7

#

15

y grEnces
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Alternative 3

This configuration would utilize through-
Delta modifications and an isolated system
for through-Delta conveyance for exported
supplies. Combinations of seven potential
conveyance configurations and two new
storage configurations result in nine
variations. Precise locations for many
actions are not currently known, and names
of locations are provided for example
purposes only.

Ecosystem Restoration Program

gl
et

The nature and pattern of impacts are as
described for Alternative 1.

Water Quality

The nature and pattern of impacts are as
described for Alternative 1.

Water Use Efficiency

The nature and pattern of impacts are as
described for Alternative 1.

Levee System Integrity

The nature and pattern of impacts are as
described for Alternative 1.

Conveyance

Alternative 3A would modify Alternative
2A by adding a 5,000-cubic-foot-per-second
(cfs) isolated open facility, and Delta islands
would not be flooded and used for
conveyance as in Alternative 2A.

Preliminary DWRSIM modeling studies and
yield allocation assumptions imply that
CCWD would gain about 2,500 AF in
average years and 3,500 AF in dry years.
From the M&I water supply economic
analysis, these gains would provide for
about 1.4 percent and 2.0 percent of demand
in average and dry years, respectively. The
average year supplies are worth $1.3 million.
The additional supplies in dry years are
worth an additional $2.3 million relative to

%dtnmvt—}ewﬂmd-repmth\mpm

the cost of other supplies.
f?f.ﬁ;t’] of Z]ﬁtumjﬂ ve 3; ;. it ]a CEiEOSCd P1pe

Storage

Alternative 3B would add 5.7 MAF of
surface water storage and 1 MAF of
groundwater storage to Alternative 3A.
Preliminary DWRSIM modeling studies and
yield allocation assumptions imply that
CCWD would gain about 10,800 AF in
average years and 17,600 AF in dry years.
From the M&I water supply economic
analysis, these gains would provide for

CALFED Bay-Delta Program
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about 6.2 percent and 9.9 percent of demand
in average and dry years, respectively. The
average year supplies are worth $5.3 million.
The additional supplies in dry years are
worth $11.4 million relative to the cost of
other supplies.
Altermative-3D-would-reptace-the-open

Noadditionat-eff & ]

. /‘§ .
Attemative3B: ) (e /—Fﬂ EE
Alternative 3E would replace the 5,000-cfs
isolated open conveyance facility of
Alternative 3B with a 15,000-cfs facility,
and the enlargement and barrier at the head
of the Old River would be removed. No
additional effects on M&I water use and
costs are expected in comparison to
Alternative 3B.

28

“r Y g i2C TD
fich a‘. ot
basglj € cndition.

Alternative 3H would modify Alternative 3B
by adding habitat on the present Tyler
Island, changing the location of other
habitat, and reducing in-Delta storage by 200
TAF for a total of 5.5 MAF of storage. No
additional effects on M&I water use and
costs are expected in comparison to
Alternative 3B.

Alternative 3I would modify Alternative 2C
by adding an additional isolated intake (the
northern 15,000-cfs isolated Sacramento
River intake) and other new storage up to
6.5 MAF. No additional effects on M&I
water use and costs are expected in
comparison to Alternative 3B.

Tnsed HY
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Level by Alternative (millions of dollars per year)

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3
Existing No

Economic Parameter Conditions | Action | 1a 1b 1c 2a 2b 2d 2e 3a | 3b 3e 3h 3i
CALFED water supply costs 0 0 No costs available
Other water supply costs -14.0 -8.4 -84 | -84 | -15.0 |-10.6] -15.0 |-12.3{-15.0{-11.7-16.1[-16.1[-16.1|-16.1
Total average costs
Drought conservation costs 42.6 26.3 12631263263 |263] 26.3 |26.3]26.3126.3]26.3]26.3]26.3]26.3
Drought make-up supply costs 0 176.6 1176.6[176.6] 156.9 |177.1] 156.9 |166.9]156.91173.1]|143.5]143.5|143.5(143.5
Total drought costs N 42.6 202.9 1202.91202.9] 183.2 {203.4] 183.2 |193.2]183.2|199.4]|169.8|169.8]169.8|169.8
Water quality <osie b(n O O|1Cl2zt| s 5 || s a4 \\.0 | = | -
Water conservation costs / | ( \

~ \ \
NOTE: s 12,1 14,‘1'
y; .

See notes from Table 4.

”:“]

Table 5. Summary of Impact Analysis for the Bay Region (CCWD not included)
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Francisco Bay Area) are estimated to be
8;600-t015;006 135,000 to 150,000 AF.

Levee System Integrity

The nature and pattern of impacts are as
described for Delta Region, Alternative 1.
There is little potential impact except as
levee failure might affect Delta export
operations.

Conveyance

Because Alternative 1A would include no
additional storage or conveyance, no
Substantial water supply benefits are
expected. Alternative 1B would include
South Delta modifications to allow export
pumps to operate at their physical capacity.
For Alternatives 1A and 1B, preliminary
DWRSIM results suggest there will be no
substantial change in water supply and
water supply economics, and preliminary
water quality analysis is the same as for the
No Action condition.

Storage

Alternative 1C would build on Alterna-
tive 1B by enlarging Delta channels and by
adding new water storage facilities. Up to

5 MAF of storage would be added.
Preliminary DWRSIM modeling studies
and yield allocation assumptions imply that
the Bay Region would gain about 21,000
AF in average years and 26,900 AF in dry
years. From the M&I water supply
economic analysis, these gains would
provide for about 2.4 percent and 2.8
percent of demand in average and dry years,
respectively. The average year supplies are
worth $6.6 million annually in comparison
to the costs of other supplies, and the
additional supplies in dry years are worth
an additional $19.8 million annually
relative to the cost of other supplies.

DWR has provided preliminary analysis of
TDS for Alternative 1C. The salinity
analysis does not consider differences in the
amount of storage and in the amount and
timing of exports between alternatives.
Rather, only differences in conveyance and

intake configurations are modeled using

DWR Run 472B hydrology. Results, in

terms of average salinity of exports from

Clifton Court, are provided in Table 2.

Thereis Htthe dith in salinify |
ol o off

mnsed TS \'\c’fﬁ/

Alternative 2

The general description of Alternative 2
provided for the Delta Region is valid for
the Bay Region as well.

Ecosystem Restoration Program

The nature and pattern of impacts are as
described for Alternative 1.

Water Quality

The nature and pattern of impacts are as
described for Alternative 1.

Water Use Efficiency

The nature and pattern of impacts are as
described for Alternative 1.

Levee System Integrity

The nature and pattern of impacts are as
described for Alternative 1.

Conveyance

Alternative 2A would include the South
Delta and CVP/SWP conveyance
improvements as proposed for Alterna-
tive 1C. Preliminary DWRSIM modeling
studies and yield allocation assumptions
imply that the Bay Region would gain
about 6,800 AF in average years and 3,000
AF in dry years. From the M&I water
supply economic analysis, these gains
would provide for about 0.8 percent of
demand in average and 0.3 percent in dry
years. The average year supplies are worth
$2.2 million annually, but the additional
CALFED supplies in dry years are worth
little ($0.5 million) relative to the supplies
they replace.
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DWR has provided preliminary analysis of
TDS for Alternative 2A. The salinity
analysis does not consider differences in the
amount of storage and in the amount and
timing of exports between alternatives.
Rather, only differences in conveyance and
intake configurations are modeled using

DWR Run 472B hydrology.
Results, in terms of average salinity of
exports from Clifton Court e summarized

in Table 2. There is
in the TDS of exports between Alterna-
tive 2A and No Action. However-selinities

are-geaera-l-ly—m—a—s&nge—cam
Au;mes;qédfcrmﬁ#nﬂgfn‘pmidea

Storage

Alternative 2B would add up to 5.5 MAF of
surface storage and 1 MAF of groundwater
storage to Alternative 2A. Preliminary
DWRSIM results and water supply benefits
are the same as those discussed for
Alternative 1C. Preliminary water quality
benefits are the same as those discussed for
Allternative 2A.

Alternative 2D would use a screened intake
at Hood to divert water from the
Sacramento River, a new channel for
conveyance, and about 2 MAF of new
storage south of the Delta. Preliminary

Region would gain about 12,100 AF in
average years and 13,900 AF in dry years.
From the M&I water supply economic
analysis, these gains would provide for
about 1.4 percent of demand in average and
dry years. The average year supplies are
worth $3.9 million annually, and the
additional supplies in dry years are worth
an additional $9.7 million relative to the
cost of other supplies. Preliminary water
quality analysis of water exported from
Chfton Court is summanzed in Table 2.

Alternative 2E would develop new
conveyance, and up to 5.5 MAF of surface
storage and 1 MAF of groundwater storage
would be provided. Preliminary DWRSIM
results and water supply benefits are the
same as those discussed for Alternative 1C.
Preliminary water quality analysis of water
exported from Clifton Court is summarized

1n Table 2. I-mpaets—are—the*sm‘ne‘as-thes&

Neerts o

Alternative 3

The general description of Alternative 3
provided for the Delta Region is valid for
the Bay Region as well.

Ecosystem Restoration Program

The nature and pattern of impacts are as
described for Alternative 1.

Water Quality

The nature and pattern of impacts are as
described for Alternative 1.

Water Use Efficiency

The nature and pattern of impacts are as
described for Alternative 1.

Levee System Integrity

The nature and pattern of impacts are as
described for Alternative 1.

DWRSIM modeling studies and yield Conveyance

allocation assumptions imply that the Bay
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Alternative 3A would modify Alterna-

tive 2A by adding a 5,000-cfs isolated open
facility, and Delta islands would not be
flooded and used for conveyance as in
Alternative 2A. Preliminary DWRSIM
modeling studies and yield allocation
assumptions imply that the Bay Region
would gain about 10,200 AF in average
years and 7,900 AF in dry years. From the
M&I water supply economic analysis, these
gains would provide for about 1 percent of
demand in average and dry years. The
average year supplies are worth $3.3
million annually, and the additional
supplies in dry years are worth an
additional $3.5 million relative to the cost
of other supplies.

o With-thisd] , ditional
effectsrelative-to-3A-are-expected:
Storage

Alternative 3B would add 5.7 MAF of
surface water storage and 1 MAF of
groundwater storage to Alternative 3A.
Preliminary DWRSIM modeling studies
and yield allocation assumptions imply that
the Bay Region would gain about 24,900
AF in average years and 40,300 AF in dry
years. From the M&I water supply
economic analysis, these gains would
provide for about 2.9 percent and 4.2
percent of demand in average and dry years,
respectively. The average year supplies are
worth $7.7 million annually, and the
additional supplies in dry years are worth
an additional $33.1 million relative to the
cost of other supplies.

.
Adternative-3D-wouid replace the open
fa.“i'“’ of Adternative 3B witiraclosed
piper ilo addittonat cﬁcctsl o MtEwatet
Alternative 3E would replace the 5,000-cfs
isolated open conveyance facility of
Alternative 3B with a 15,000-cfs facility,
and the enlargement and barrier at the head
of the Old River would be removed. No

additional effects on M&I water use and
costs are expected in comparison to
Alternative 3B. Preliminary water quality
analysis of water exported from Clifton
Court is summarized in Table 2. The
concentration of TDS in water exported
from Clifton Court would be reduced by
over one-half relative to the No Action
Alternative. Ne-benefits-have-been—

quantified-in-deHar-terms; but-this-is
--believed to-be-a-significant-benefti-for the

Bay-Area-in-some-yoarsm
A e3P world 4 Bel

Alternative 3H would modify Alterna-

tive 3B by changing the amount and
location of habitat and reducing in-Delta
storage by 200 TAF, for a total of 5.5 MAF
of storage. No additional effects on M&I
water use and costs are expected in
comparison to Alternative 3B.

Alternative 31 would modify Alternative 2C
by adding an additional isolated intake and
other new storage up to 6.5 MAF. No
additional effects on M&I water use and
costs are expected in comparison to
Alternative 3B.

—
dncer 37/
5.2.3 Sacramento River Region

The impact analysis for the Sacramento
River region is summarized in Table 6.

Alternative 1

The general description of Alternative 1
and the features of the each sub-alternative

CALFED Bay-Delta Program
Draft Environmental Impacts Technical Report
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Level by Alternative (millions of dollars per year)
Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3
Existing ™o [1a [ 1b | 1c | 2a | 2b | 2d | 2e |3a | 3b | 3¢ | 30 | 3i
Economic Parameter Conditions | Action

CALFED water supply costs 0 0 No costs available
Other water supply costs 0 -1.7 |-1.71-1.7}-34]-22}-34|-2.6|-34]-2.5{-3.7}-3.7|-3.7{-3.7
Total average costs
Drought conservation costs 0 70 (70170166170 ]|66]168]66|70164]64]|64]64
Drought make-up supply costs 8.5 2.1 21121114 ]21]1141171141]19}110]10]1.0]1.0
Total drought costs 8.5 9.1 9.1 19118091 |80]85]|801]89|]74174 |74 |74
Water quality seste O 100 6Y 5| s-le | & NER | &
Water conservatioll costs / I \ \

\

~oencfys | \

. ¢ -
I:eoeii;es from Table 4. ' ' 3 ) '\" k 3 ) \ﬁ

33

Table 7. Summary of Impact Analysis for the San Joaquin River Region
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levels and goals. Potential real water Fable-2-suggest-thatwwater quality changes--

savings from M&I uses due to CALFED witbe-mmimirmat

Water Use Efficiency Actions for UR-2 —_

(the Eastside San Joaquin River) and UR-3 wf / ‘]' W
(the Tulare Lake Region) are estimated to Alternative 2

be 40,000 to 50,000 AF annually.
The general description of Alternative 2

Levee System Integrity provided for the Delta Region is valid for

The nature and pattern of impacts are as the San Joaquin River Region as well.

described for Delta Region, Alternative 1. Ecosystem Restoration Program
There is little potential impact, except as .
levee failure might affect Delta export The nature and pattern of impacts are as
operations. described for Alternative 1.

Conveyance Water Quality
Because Alternative 1A would include no The nature and pattern of impacts are as
additional storage or conveyance, no described for Alternative 1.
substantial water supply benefits are .
expected. Alternative 1B would include Water Use Efficiency
South Delta modifications to allow export The nature and pattern of impacts are as
pumps to operate at their physical capacity. described for Alternative 1.
For Alternatives 1A and 1B, preliminary )
DWRSIM results suggest that there will be Levee System Integrity
no Substantial change in vslgater supply, and— The nature and pattern of impacts are as
watcsppiy-ceonemics-Alser described for Alternative 1.
Swater-quatity-anaysis-from-DW

: igni change in Conveyance

“water quatity— Alternative 2A would include the South

Storage Delta and CVP/SWP conveyance improve-

ments as proposed for Alternative 1C.
Preliminary DWRSIM modeling studies
and yield allocation assumptions imply that

Alternative 1C would build on Alterna-
tive 1B by enlarging Delta channels and by
adding new water storage facilities. Up to the San Joaquin River Region would gain

5 MAF of storage would be added. Prelim- about 3,000 AT in average years and

inary DWRSIM modeling studies and yield 1,400 AF in dry years. From the M&I water
allocafuon.assumpt'lons imply thgt the San supply economic analysis, these gains
Joaquin River Region would gain about would provide for less than 0.5 percent of
9,400 AF in average years and 12,100 AF demand in average and dry years. The

in dry years. From the M&I water supply average year supplies are worth $0.6
economic analysis, these gains would million in comparison to the cost of other
provide for about 1.3 percent of demand in supplies, but the additional supplies in dry
average years, and 1.7 percent of demand in years have little additional value because
dry years. The average year supplies are the dry-year yield of the supplies replaced is
worth $1.7 million in comparison to the about the same as the new CALFED

costs of other supplies, and the additional supplies. Analysis-efwaterquatity-effects—
supplies in dry years are worth an -arc-the-same-as-these-stown 1or theBay—>

additional $1.0 million annually relative to Ao

the cost of other supplies. Preliminary

water quality analysis resultj\reported in ldg ¢ Alternative 2€-would-provide-three tsotated
St Bel ottt ok
art 2,
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water-to-Eliftonr-Court-and-the Fracy \/\S(’/"’:Hi'ﬁ

storage-would-be-developed—Pretiminary Alternatlve 3
BWRSIVmodeting studies-for Alternative The general description of Alternative 3
2€-are the-same-as-those-for ) provided for the Delta Region is valid for
Altermative-24;-therefore;economic the Bay Region as well.
impacts-are-the-same-as-those-discussed-for
Adternative2A- Ecosystem Restoration Program
Storage The nature and pattern of impacts are as
, described for Alternative 1.
Alternative 2B would add up to 5.5 MAF of
surface storage and 1 MAF of groundwater Water Quality

storage to Alternative 2A. Preliminary .
DWRSIM results and water supply benefits g::cgi?éefgfiﬁ?rggf ef imp acts are as
are the same as those discussed for '

Alternatwe lCi Amebysts-ofwaterquality Water Use Efficiency

The nature and pattern of impacts are as
described for Alternative 1.

Alternative 2D would use a screened intake .
at Hood to divert water from the San Levee System Integrity
Joaquin River, a new channel for
conveyance, and about 2 MAF of new
storage south of the Delta. Preliminary
DWRSIM modeling studies and yield Conveyance

The nature and pattern of impacts are as
described for Alternative 1.

allocation assumptions imply that the San
Joaquin River Region would gain about
5,400 AF in average years and 6,300 AF in
dry years. These gains would provide for
about 0.8 percent of demand in average
years, and 0.9 percent of demand in dry
years. The average year supplies are worth
$1.0 million in comparison to the cost of
other supplies. These supplies would have
more value if they can be managed to meet
demands in dry years. The additional

Alternative 3A would modify

Alternative 2A by adding a 5,000-cfs
isolated open facility, and Delta islands
would not be flooded and used for
conveyance as in Alternative 2A.
Preliminary DWRSIM modeling studies
and yield allocation assumptions imply that
the San Joaquin River Region would gain
about 4,600 AF in average years and 3,600
AF in dry years. From the M&I water

supplies in dry years are worth an supply economic analysis, these gains

additional $0.5 million annually relative to would provide for about 0.5 percent of

the cost of other supplies. . demand in average years, and 0.7 percent in
5 oacict Analy s;s} o Eﬁi = dry years. The average year supplies are

. worth $0.8 million in comparison to the

—tho-Bay-AregoAlicmative 3D~ cost of other supplies. The additional

Alternative 2E would develop new supplies in dry years are worth an

conveyance, and up to 5.5 MAF of surface additional $0.2 million annually relative to

storage and 1 MAF of groundwater storage the cost of other supplies.

would be provided. Preliminary DWRSIM .

results and water supply benefits are the ’ dt.cr.natx ve-3€-wou d rcpiac_c the-open

same as those discussed for Alterna- faptht; ° - dt'cmatt ve37x mth_a. closed

t1ve 1C .A.nalysrs-afdﬁatei-quah%:— ptEpﬁc. ’ ’ﬁ; this Chaf I]gc’ no_add;ttonai

expected:
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Storage

Alternative 3B would add 5.7 MAF of
surface water storage and 1 MAF of
groundwater storage to Alternative 3A.
Preliminary DWRSIM modeling studies
and yield allocation assumptions imply that
the San Joaquin River Region would gain
about 11,200 AF in average years and
18,100 AF in dry years. From the M&I
water supply economic analysis, these gains
would provide for about 1.6 and 3.8 percent
of demands in average and dry years,
respectively. The average year supplies are
worth $2.0 million, and the additional
supplies in dry years are worth an
additional $1.8 million annually relative to
the cost of other supplies.

fa.“l.ltj of Adtetnative 31 witirarchosed
prpert ’10 additionat Cﬁ”tsi onrividchwater
Adternative3B-

Alternative 3E would replace the 5,000-cfs
isolated open conveyance facility of
Alternative 3B with a 15,000-cfs facility,
and the enlargement and barrier at the head
of the Old River would be removed. No
additional effects on M&I water use and
costs are expected in comparison to

Alternative 3B.<Ametysisefwyatomguality

TN

Alternative 3H would modify Alterna-
tive 3B by changing the amount and

location of habitat and reducing in-Delta
storage by 200 TAF, for a total of 5.5 MAF
of storage. No additional effects on M&I
water use and costs are expected in
comparison to Alternative 3B.

Alternative 31 would modify Alternative 2C
by adding an additional isolated intake and
other new storage up to 6.5 MAF. No
additional effects on M&I water use and
costs are expected in comparison to
Alternative 3B.

Tocer++10

5.2.5 Other SWP Service Areas

Table 8 provides a summary of the impact
analysis for the Other SWP Service Areas.

Alternative 1

The general description of Alternative 1
and the features of the each sub-alternative
provided for the Delta Region is valid for
the Other SWP Service Areas as well.

Ecosystem Restoration Program

The nature and pattern of impacts are as
described for the Delta Region, Alterna-
tive 1. Any water quality improvements or
other benefits would affect the Other SWP
Service Areas through Delta exports only.
Costs and cost shares are currently
unknown.

Water Quality

There is no water quality program targeted
to this region because the region’s
watersheds do not drain to the Bay or Delta.
However, water quality improvements in
the Delta would affect the Other SWP
Service Areas through SWP exports. Costs
and cost shares are currently unknown.
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Level by Alternative (millions of dollars per year)

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3
Existing No

Economic Parameter Conditions |Action| 1a | 1b | 1c | 2a | 2b | 2d | 2¢ | 3a | 3b | 3e | 3h | 3i
CALFED water supply costs 0 0 No costs available
Other water supply costs -91 601 601 | 601 | 466 | 556 | 466 | 521 | 466 | 534 | 442 | 442 | 442 | 442
Total average costs
Drought conservation costs 63 310 | 310|310 {310 | 310|310 | 310|310} 310|310 | 310 {310 ]310
Drought make-up supply 0 685 | 685 | 685 | 535 | 680 | 535 | 608 | 535 | 650 | 451 | 451 | 451 | 451
costs
Total drought costs . 63 995 1995 1995|845 990 | 845 ] 918 | 845 | 960 | 761 | 761 | 761 | 761
Water quality sests DCA (TN O 1IN o o | 5| 2| FHLLIE ] 2~
Water conservation costs o A ,/ \ %

NOTE:

See notes from Table 4.

A B
-iof(a/loti.() 133 159

b0

\ Li%é‘\
W02 X

Table 8. Summary of Impact Analysis for Other SWP Service Areas

C—0045609

CALFED Bay-Delta Program

Draft Environmental Impacts Technical Report

41

M&I Water Supply Economics
August 1997

C-004569



Water Use Efficiency

The nature and pattern of impacts are as
described for the Delta Region, Alterna-
tive 1. Because the Other SWP Service
Areas generally has a higher than average
existing level of conservation, additional
costs of conservation per unit of water
saved may be higher than average.
CALFED Water Use Efficiency Input
Report 5=t-describes preliminary water
conservation baseline levels and goals.
Potential real water savings from M&I uses
due to CALFED Water Use Efficiency

Actions for UR-5 (the Central Coast), UR-6

(Southern California), and UR-7 (the
Colorado River Region) are estimated to be
73;606-t0-86;666 525,000 to 575,000 AF
annually.

Levee System Integrity

The nature and pattern of impacts are as
described for Delta Region, Alternative 1.
There is little potential impact, except as
levee failure might affect Delta export
operations. The economic cost of Delta
export disruptions is inversely related to the
amount of south-of-Delta storage, but this
effect is judged too small to warrant a
comparison across alternatives.

Conveyance

Because Alternative 1A would include no
additional storage or conveyance, no water
substantial supply benefits are expected.
Alternative 1B would include South Delta
modifications to allow export pumps to
operate at their physical capacity. For
Alternatives 1A and 1B, preliminary
DWRSIM results suggest that there will be
no substantial change in water supply and
water supply economics. Preliminary water
quality results also suggest no difference
from No Action conditions.

Storage

Alternative 1C would build on Alterna-
tive 1B by enlarging Delta channels and by
adding new water storage facilities. Up to
5 MAF of storage would be added.

Preliminary DWRSIM modeling studies
and yield allocation assumptions imply that
the Other SWP Service Areas would gain
about 138,100 AF in average years and
176,700 AF in dry years. These gains
would provide for about 2.4 percent of
demand in average years and 4.5 percent of
demand in dry years. The average year
supplies are worth $135.4 million in
comparison to the cost of other supplies.
These supplies would have even more
value if they can be managed to meet
demands in dry years. The additional
supplies in dry years are worth an
additional $150.6 million annually relative
to the cost of other supplies. These supply
values would be less if water transfers from
the Central Valley were allowed as a supply
option.

DWR has provided preliminary analysis of
TDS of export water for Alternative 1C.
The salinity analysis does not consider
differences in the amount of storage and in
the amount and timing of exports between
alternatives. Rather, only differences in
conveyance and intake configurations are
modeled using DWR Run 472B hydrology.
Results, in terms of average salinity of
exports from Clifton Court, are summarized
in Table 2. -"Fhereq-s—hﬁlc‘d!ffemm

resulis-r | dittionof lower.

’Vngc /i- ﬁi //
Alternative 2

The general description of Alternative 2
provided for the Delta Region is valid for
the Other SWP Service Areas as well.

Ecosystem Restoration Program

The nature and pattern of impacts are as
described for Alternative 1.

Water Quality

The nature and pattern of impacts are as
described for Alternative 1.
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Water Use Efficiency

The nature and pattern of impacts are as
described for Alternative 1.

Levee System Integrity

The nature and pattern of impacts are as
described for Alternative 1.

Conveyance

Alternative 2A would include the South
Delta and CVP/SWP conveyance
improvements as proposed for Alterna-

tive 1C. Preliminary DWRSIM modeling
studies and yield allocation assumptions
imply that the Other SWP Service Areas
would gain about 44,600 AF in average
years and 19,800 AF in dry years. These
gains would provide for about 0.8 percent
of demand in average years, and 0.3 percent
in dry years. The average year supplies are
worth $45.3 million in comparison to the
cost of other supplies. These supplies
would have more value if they can be
managed to meet demands in dry years. The
additional supplies in dry years have little
additional value ($5.4 million) because the
dry-year yield of the supplies replaced is
about the same as the new CALFED
supplies.

DWR has provided preliminary analysis of
TDS of exports for Alternative 2A. Results,
in terms of average salinity of exports from
Clifton Court, are summarized in Table 2.

. ] 1 5 6
Adtermative 24

Storage

Alternative 2B would add up to 5.5 MAF of

surface storage and 1 MAF of groundwater
storage to Alternative 2A. Preliminary
DWRSIM results and water supply benefits
are the same as those discussed for Alterna-
tive 1C. Eeonomie-analysis-is-forthcoming.
5 » b lysis—itis-betieved

. .
AN CCORGMNMIG-Dane Ltethe-ren: y
..
water-quatity Tmprovement—-

Alternative 2D would use a screened intake
at Hood to divert water from the Other
SWP Service Areas, a new channel for
conveyance, and about 2 MAF of new
storage south of the Delta. Preliminary
DWRSIM modeling studies and yield
allocation assumptions imply that the Other
SWP Service Areas would gain about
79,300 AF in average years and 91,700 AF
in dry years. From the M&I water supply
economic analysis, these gains would
provide for about 1.4 percent of demand in
average years and 1.5 percent of demand in
dry years. The average year supplies are
worth $79.5 million, and the additional
supplies in dry years are worth an

additional $77.3 million annually relative to

the cost of other supplies.

DWR has provided preliminary analysis of

There-is-a-significant differenee-in-theFDS— TDS of exports for Alternative 2D. Results,

ofexpurtsbetweendternative-2A-amd-MNeo— in terms of average salinity of exports from
Aetior—and-theimereasefrdetiveries— Clifton Court, are summarized in Table 2.
resulis--increased-dttoTomof-fower- FhercTsasignifeant differenceta-the TNS
Ecopemie-amatysistsfortheontiag Action-and-the-inerease-in-deliverics-

] ey 1 e three-isolated <esulis-in-increased-dilution-oflowsta-
SouthrDeltaconveyancefacilities-todeliver Economic-anatysis-is-fortheoming
water-to-CliftomrCourt-and-the-Tracy _
putnps—and-a-smat-amount-ofhr-Belta Alternative 2E would develop new
storage-woutd-bedevetoped—Pretiminary conveyance, and up to 5.5 MAF of surface
BWRS P modelingstudies forAdternas storage and 1 MAF of groundwater storage
tive-2Care-the-same-as-thosefor would be provided. Preliminary DWRSIM
Adternative-2A-thereforecconomic results and water supply benefits are the

same as those discussed for Alternative 1C.
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DWR has provided preliminary analysis of
TDS of exports for Alternative 2E. Results,
in terms of average salinity of exports from
Clifton Court, are summarized in Table 2.

Alternative 3

The general description of Alternative 3
provided for the Delta Region is valid for
the Bay Region as well.

Ecosystem Restoration
Program

The nature and pattern of impacts are as
described for Alternative 1.

Water Quality

The nature and pattern of impacts are as
described for Alternative 1.

Water Use Efficiency

The nature and pattern of impacts are as
described for Alternative 1.

Levee System Integrity

The nature and pattern of impacts are as
described for Alternative 1.

Conveyance

Alternative 3A would modify Alterna-

tive 2A by adding a 5,000-cfs isolated open
facility, and Delta islands would not be
flooded and used for conveyance as in
Alternative 2A. Preliminary DWRSIM
modeling studies and yield allocation
assumptions imply that the Other SWP
Service Areas would gain about 66,900 AF
in average years and 52,100 AF in dry
years. These gains would provide for about

1.2 percent of demand in average years, and
0.9 percent in dry years. The average year
supplies are worth $67.4 million, and the
additional supplies in dry years are worth
an additional $35.3 million annually
relative to the cost of other supplies.

Storage

Alternative 3B would add 5.7 MAF of
surface water storage, and 1 MAF of
groundwater storage to Alternative 3A.
Preliminary DWRSIM modeling studies
and yield allocation assumptions imply that
the Other SWP Service Areas Region
would gain about 163,600 AF in average
years and 265,200 AF in dry years. These
gains would provide for about 2.8 percent
of demand in average years, and 4.4 percent
in dry years. The Other SWP Service Areas
Region in the 2020 average condition
would require new water to meet demands,
so the average year supplies are worth
$158.8 million, and the additional supplies
in dry years are worth an additional $234.6
million annually relative to the cost of other
supplies.

usc-and-costs-arcexpected-imcompartson-to
Adternative 3B

Alternative 3E would replace the 5,000-cfs
isolated open conveyance facility of
Alternative 3B with a 15,000-cfs facility,
and the enlargement and barrier at the head
of the Old River are removed. No addi-
tional effects on M&I water use and costs

are expected in comparison to Alterna-
tive 3B.

DWR has provided preliminary analysis of
TDS of exports for Alternative 3E. Results,
in terms of average salinity of exports from
Clifton Court, were summarized in Table 2.

Fheretsasiemfreant-difference inthe-TDS—
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Alternative 3H would modify Alterna-
tive 3B by changing the amount and
location of habitat and reducing in-Delta
storage by 200 TAF for a total of 5.5 MAF
of storage. No additional effects on M&I
water use and costs are expected in
comparison to Alternative 3B.

Alternative 31 would modify Alternative 2C
by adding an additional isolated intake and
other new storage up to 6.5 MAF. No
additional effects on M&I water use and
costs are expected in comparison to
Alternative 3B.

Inked

5.3 Summary of Comparisons by Region

Economic impacts of the Ecosystem
Restoration, Water Quality, Water Use
Efficiency, Water Transfers and Levee
System Integrity €omtmon Programs have
not been quantified, primarily for lack of
information on the magnitude of physical
impacts and cost sharing.

Impacts of water storage and water
conveyance components are summarized

by region in Tables 9 through 16. All of
the analysis on which these tables are based
is preln}nnary and subJect to change

supply costs, Alternatives 1C 2B, 2E, and
3,B thrqugh 31all have a 31gntﬁcant

eiy,, dependent on Delta
éﬁpplxes, SO
Alternatives 2D and 3A are also 51gmﬁcant
in the Delta region. Satimit
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CALFED
Water Other Water Water Water
Conveyance Supply Quality Conservation
Alternative Costs Costs Costs* Costs
Existing Conditions None Many sunk costs, Conveyance Increasing.
SOme excess capacity limits
capacity. ability to move
water when quality
is better.

No Action None Increased demand ~ Less excess Conservation may help

Alternative may require more capacity in 2020 relieve capacity
capacity, increasing  means less ability to  constraints.
costs. move water when

quality is better.

Alternative 1 Unknown No substantial No.guantifiable- Without supply
changes to convey-  offeet-en-water increase, no interaction
ance and no quanti-  quality. between conveyance
fiable effect on ‘ ASC A.@ and conservation.
supplies.

Alternative 2 Unknown Changes to significan Without supply
conveyance have HITVEMEAT in increase, no interaction
little quantifiable Seurce-waterquality  between conveyance
effect on water in-seme-years, and conservation.
supplies. effeet-ofAlterna—

Nscr

Alternative 3 Unknown Isolated facility Significant-seuree  Without significant
increases water water quality supply increase, no
supply, but effect  .improvements-net~ interaction between
not considered ikeby-for-Alterna- conveyance and
significant. tive3E;otlersare conservation.

J:mknom.—-
tnge/1( 2

*  Water quality analysis considered effects of different intake and conveyance configurations without analysis of

interactions with storage or export amounts, or timing.

Table 10. Generalized Impacts of Alternatives on M&I Water Costs for the Delta

Region—Water Conveyance
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CALFED
Water Other Water Water Water
Conveyance Supply Quality Conservation
Alternative Costs Costs Costs* Costs

Existing Conditions None Many sunk costs, Conveyance Increasing.
some excess capacity limits
capacity. ability to move

water when quality
is better.

No Action None Increased demand Less excess Additional

Alternative may strain capacity in 2020 conservation may
conveyance means less ability to  reduce capacity
capacity into the move water when pressures.
region. quality is better.

Alternative 1 Unknown No substantial Without supply
changes to effeet-omrwater increase, no interaction
conveyance and no i between conveyance
quantifiable effect w‘h}— @ and conservation.
on supplies.

Alternative 2 Unknown Changes to Ségniﬁean-t Without supply
conveyance have increase, no interaction
little quantifiable qm-eewa-tve&quahm_ between conveyance
effect on water H-SOMCYRALS, and conservation.
supplies. effect-ofAiterma=—

ti 4 -
| Nerzgg

Alternative 3 Unknown Isolated facility igad Without significant
increases water =prater ity supply increase, no
supply, but effect impmvc-menfs— interaction between
not considered tiketyforAdtessae  conveyance and
significant. m&m conservation.

WEHE)

®  Water quality analysis considered effects of different intake and conveyance configurations without analysis of

interactions with storage or export amounts, or timing,

Table 12. Generalized Impacts of Altematwes on M&I Water Costs for the Bay
Region—Water Conveyance
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CALFED

Water Other Water Water Water
Conveyance Supply Quality Conservation
Alternative Costs Costs Costs* Costs
Existing None Many sunk costs, Conveyance capacity  Increasing,
Conditions some excess capacity.  limits ability to move
water when quality is
better.

No Action None Increased demand Less excess capacity ~ Little interaction between

Alternative increases peak in 2020 means less conservation and
deliveries, ability to move water  conveyance.

when quality is
better.

Alternative ] Unknown No substantial No-guentifiairle-effect-  Without supply increase,
changes to on-ater-qtaity. no interaction between
conveyance and no : conveyance and
quantifiable effect on 1086 /‘)— @ conservation.
supplies.

Alternative 2 Unknown Changes to Signifteant= Without supply increase,
conveyance have fmprovementir no interaction between
little quantifiable Source waterquaiity  conveyance and
effect on water in-semreyearseffect.  conservation.
supplies. ; > C-TTRIT

Alternative 3 Unknown Isolated facility Without significant
increases water ~Water-guatity— supply increase, no
supply, but effect not  émprovementstikely  interaction between
considered for&ttenrative-3E.. conveyance and
significant. conservation.

*  Water quality analysis considered effects of different intake and conveyance configurations without analysis of
interactions with storage or export amounts, or timing.

Table 16. Generalized Impacts of Alternatives on M&I Water Costs for the San Joaquin
River Region—Water Conveyance
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CALFED
Water Other Water Water Water
Conveyance Supply Quality Conservation
Alternative Costs Costs Costs* Costs

Existing Conditions  None Many sunk costs, Conveyance Increasing, assume
some excess capacity limits Level I.
capacity. ability to move

water when quality
is better.

No Action None Less excess Less excess Little interaction

Alternative capacity, especially  capacity in 2020 between conservation
from Colorado means less ability to  and conveyance.
River system. move water when

quality is better.

Alternative 1 Unknown No substantial Alg-guantifieic Without supply
changes to con- effect-onanater increase, no interaction
veyance and no quakigy— between conveyance
quantifiable effect f‘)’@ and conservation.
on supplies. lY)Sf

Alternative 2 Unknown Changes to convey- -~Signifieant- Without supply
ance have little impravementin increase, no interaction
quantifiable effect setrce-waterquality  between conveyance
on water supplies. i and conservation.

m&'/itp ,

Alternative 3 Unknown Isolated facility i Without significant
increases water ~waterquality.. supply increase, no
supply, but effect improvenrentsare  interaction between
not considered Lileely-for-Alternaz.  conveyance and
significant. tive-3Eothers-are-- conservation.

UDK DO e
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*  Water quality analysis considered effects of different intake and conveyance configurations without analysis of

interactions with storage or export amounts, or timing,

Table 18. Generalized Impacts of Alternatives on M&I Water Costs for Other SWP

Service Areas—Water Conveyance
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